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§ 17-102 




Annotated Code of Maryl 



AND 



companies and their insureds, need to be read 

together, Maryland Auto. Ins. Fund v. Perry 

356 Md. ms, 741 A.2d 1114 (1999). ^' 

The named driver exclusion. ~~ Nowhere 

m the Insurance Code or the vehicle laws is it 

provided that a spouse, excluded from liability 

insurance under the named-driver exclusion 
may not own or register a vehicle. Neale v 
Wright, 322 Md. 8, 585 A.2d 196 (1991). 

Where the family car was co-owned by both 
spouses, but the husband was excluded from 
the insurance policy on the family car, the wife 
the nonexcluded insured, was not liable under 
the policy for husband's operation of the car on 
a theoiy of negligent entrustment by the wife 
Neale v. Wright, 322 Md. 8, 585 A,2d 196 (1991)" 
Applied in Maryland Auto, Ins. Fund v Sun 
Cab Co., 305 Md. 807, 506 A,2d 641 (1986)- 
Centennial Ins^ Co. v State Farm Mut, Auto! 
Ins. Co., 71 Md. App. 152, 524 A.2d 110, cert. 

§ 17-102. Exemptions. 

^ m 'iT^l f"' ""'IT^^ '" '^" ^^"^"^i"^ -chicles and their drivers- 

(1) Except for a vehicle registered under § 13~935fd) of th,*/. I i ; 
equipment or special mobile equipment inc.deLl y o^^^^^^^^^ 

on other property open to the public; or ^peratea on a highway or 

(2) A vehicle operated on a highway only to croq<. ih^ K.vi., ^ 
prepay to a.o.heMAnXodeia57%rt.^es.rr,-'^::;,^trM,V'-^^^^^^ 



mm. "''' ^^- ""'' '"" ''"• '^2' ^30A.2d273 

Quoted in National Grange Mut In^ o 
Pmkney 284 Md. 694, 399 A.2d 87? dq",'- 
Hmes V. Potomac Elec. Power Co 305 jwi o^^ 
504 A.2d 632 (1986). ^^- 369, 

Cited in Parsons v. Erie Ins. Groun "^Rn « 
Supp. 572 (D. Md. 1983); Grant v. m^onll 
F. Supp. 1219 (D. Md. 1985); Nationwl iw f 
ns. Co. V. United States Fid. & Guar Cn ^}- 

Md 131 550 A.2d 69 (1988); Schulerv Erie il'* 
fcxch 81 Md. App. 499, 568 A.2d 873 .^■ 
denied. 319 Md. 304, 572 A.2d 183 (islol: 
Forbes v. Harleysville Mut. Ins Co ■V>ol,l' 
689, 589 A.2d 944 (1991)- Water^'v ?? ^■ 
States Fid. & Guar. Co., 328 Md 700 61^1"^.^ 
884 (1992); Enterprise Leasing Co ;lf,slJf 
Ins. Co., 341 Md. 541, 671 A 2d 509 (S 
^f\^T^ "■ Progressive Classic Ins Co ^7q 
Md. 301, 841 A.2d 858 (2004). ' ^^^ 



Acts 2005. effective June 1, 2005. substituted 

Qq^?!f /^[-^ "^^'^^'^ registered under § 13- 
935(d) of this article, farm" for "Farm" at the 
beginning of (1). 

Quoted in Salamon v. Progressive Clac!<5ic 
Ins. Co., 379 Md. 301, 841 A.2d SSsTloSx 



Ca^s*tf c'J.^S'Tf ?^ ^°- "■ ^amalgamated 

(1996) "''■ ^^^' ^^^ ^"^^ 122 

Applied in National Grange Mut. Ins Co v 

Pmkney, 284 Md. 694, 399 A.2d 877 (1979) ' ' 

A.2d?7^4 Tiggot.' " '^'""' ''' ''''■ '™' 5'' 







(a) Required form; annual assessment (^^ i?^^^ ^ ^. . 

these policies in this StST " "" '"'"■■"■ """"onzed to write 

studie. ana audit, to detel^SriS^oten';' ='°" '^ "^"^ "" ^'"^ 
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. Md. 1983); Grant v. Allison Ifo 
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cles and their drivers: 

935(d) ofthis article, farm 
operated on a highway or 

OSS the highway from one 
)4; 1977, ch. 14, § 2; 2005, 



ue Bird Cab Co. v. Amalgamated 
109 Md. App. 378. 675 A.2d 122 

fetional Grange Mut. Ins Co v 
[d. 694. 399 A.2d 877 (1979). 
te V. Kramer. 318 Md. 576. 569 

of security; annual 



:ept as provided in para- 
ded under this subtitle is 
lurer authorized to write 

1 of security in place of a 
3 other form of security 
ion (b) of this section, 
ess each self-insurer an 
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uired under this subtitle 
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§ 17-103 



^d||!||jg||lg;|^^|^#Oifc ||Q,.pp0. ,fc ^jj^,.t:^o.oj: 

(2) The payment of claims for property of others damaged or destroyed in 
an accident of up to $15,000, in addition to interest and costs; 

(3) Unless waived, the benefits described under § 19-505 of the Insurance 
Article as to basic required primary coverage; and 

(4) The benefits required under § 19-509 of the Insurance Article as to 
required additional coverage. (An. Code 1957, art. 66^2, § 7-101; 1977, ch 14 
§2; 1979, ch. 87; 1988, chs. 351, 736; 1989, ch. 555; 1997, ch. 70,'§ 4; chs 36l' 
362; 1999, ch. 681.) 



University of Baltimore Law Review. — 

For note discussing Belcher v. Government Em- 
ployees' Ins. Co., 282 Md. 718, 387 A.2d 770 
(1978), cited in the notes below, see 8 U, Bait, L. 
Eev. 324 (1979). 

For article, 'Uninsured Motorist Coverage in 
Maryland," see 21 U, Bait. L, Rev. 171 (1992). 

Maryland Law Review. — For article dis- 
cussing requiring security on rental vehicles 
notwithstanding a violation of the underlying 
rental agreement, see "Recent Decisions," 56 
Md. L. Rev. 947 (1997). 

. Piirpose of title. — This title is not con- 
cerned with protection for the negligent user or 
operator of an automobile, it is concerned with 
the payment of claims for bodily injury or 
death; the Greneral Assembl/s sole purpose in 
requiring liability coverage is for the compen- 
sation of injured victims of automobile acci- 
dents. Larimore v. American Ins. Co., 69 Md. 
App. 631, 519 A.2d 743 (1987), rev'd on other 
grounds, 314 Md. 617, 552 A.2d 889 (1989). 

The purpose behind adopting motor vehicle 
regulations that require insurance on vehicles 
is to promote the estabhshed legislative policy 
in Maryland that seeks to assure that victims of 
automobile accidents have a guaranteed ave- 
nue of financial redress. Rentals Unlimited, 
Inc. V Aetna Cas. & Sur. Ins. Co., 101 Md. App. 
652, 647 A.2d 1278 (1994), cert, denied, 337 Md. 
90, 651 A.2d 854 (1995). 

Purpose. -— The purpose of Maryland's com- 
pulsory insurance law is to ensure that those 
who own and operate motor vehicles registered 
in the State are financially able to pay compen- 
sation for damages resulting from motor vehi- 
cle accidents. Blue Bird Cab Co. v Amalga- 
mated Cas. Ins. Co., 109 Md. App. 378, 675 A.2d 
122 (1996). 

The purpose of Maryland's compulsory insur- 
ance law is to ensure that those who own and 
operate motor vehicles registered in the State 
^e financially able to pay compensation for 
damages resulting from motor vehicle acci- 
tots. Matta V. GEICO, 119 Md. App. 334, 705 
A.2d 29 (1998). 

The insurance required under this section 
attaches to automobiles, not to persons. Blue 



Bird Cab Co. v Amalgamated Cas. Ins. Co., 109 
Md. App. 378, 675 A.2d 122 (1996). 

Public policy. — Pubhc poHcy of this State 
as enunciated by the (^neral Assembly is that 
there should be liability coverage as to personal 
injury of $20,000 for any one person and 
$40,000 for any accident, and that the coverage 
for property damage should be $5,000. National 
Grange Mut. Ins. Co. v Pinkney, 284 Md. 694, 
399A.2d 877 (1979). 

Ihisurance companies may limit their li- 
ability or impose other conditions on in- 
sixrance contracts, as long as it does not 
contravene State's public policy. ~~ Insur- 
ance companies who contract to supply insur- 
ance coverage may hmit their liabihty and 
impose whatever condition they please in the 
policy so long as neither the limitation on 
liability nor the condition contravenes a statu- 
tory inhibition or the State's public policy 
Matta V. GEICO, 119 Md. App. 334, 705 A.2d 29 
(1998). 

No continuing duty of insurer to advise 
the insured. — Absent a request from the 
insured or a "special relationship" between the 
insured and the insurer, the insurer did not 
have a continuing, affirmative duty to render 
unsolicited advice to the insured concerning the 
advisability or availability of liability coverage 
in a greater amount than was selected by the 
insured. Sadler v. Loomis Co., 139 Md. App 
374, 776 A.2d 25 (2001). 

Remedial purpose of legislative policy. 
~ The legislative policy of ascertaining the 
financial responsibility of motor vehicle owners 
and operators has the overall remedial purpose 
of protecting the public by assuring that oper- 
ators and owners of motor vehicles are finan- 
cially able to pay compensation for damages 
resulting from motor vehicle accidents, Penn- 
sylvania Nat'l Mut. Cas. Ins. Co. v. Gartelman 
288 Md. 151, 416 A.2d 734 (1980). 

This section effectuates the purpose of Mary- 
land's compulsory insurance law, to ensure that 
those who own and operate motor vehicles 
registered in the State are financially able to 
pay compensation for damages resulting from 
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